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EVALUATING INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY:

Institutional evaluation
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Ceneral Directions in Institutional Evaluation

x number of general directions in institutional evaluation in the

U:5.A. may be identified:

1.
external pressures such as business/industry,

iederal governmentai forces.

The state 1eg1slstures in their 1985-86 appropriations fé; Eiéﬁéf

education have been more genarous than in the previous several years,

due 'argely to the current emphasis on quality education, to

reascnably gaaa state level and national e. nomies, and to feelings on

the part of state officials that tigher education has been squeezed

enough——at least for Eﬁﬁiie:

But tﬁere is a1other side also, that of increasxng restiveness on

the part of external forces about accountability, or more precisely,

our alleged lack of it among colleges ¢ nd universitie 1i.5. colleges
and Uﬁi%éégitiEE may be aged better than the externai forces

believe is the case,; but even with this judgmeﬂt there seems to he a

academe who do it for a living. This serendipity may be EEbrt iive&
due to predictions of declines in student enrollments as well as in
the economy. With the need for more money for operations and fewer

studcnts in the classrooms, the external pressures for 3ccountab111ty

will become greater.




3. The 1

interes:

trated on quality education in reports, television programs; ériiéiéé;

conferences and conversations.

This circumstance auéurs &1l for iﬁproviné Lighei éauéaiian in

suell of interest by working more aiiiéénti§ for greatsr improvements

in the quality of education: s yet, we see oniy the teginnings of

qualitative improvemants but we hope that tha rrends will esntinue in

iE is éii?iééii for those who do not 1tve and
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work in the U.S.A. to i.nderstand the plethora of national reports that

have been issued to improve our system of higher education; be my

guest. I would guess that very few of us fully understand what is

happening either. But it is obvious that the current surge of reports

and interests in quality education is far greater than any previous

one. If only 20 percent of the most prominent recommendations are

im ﬁiemented. which is about the efficiency of a gascline engine,; we

3. The verv rqpid grouth tn interest in va”ue—added education and in

student outcomes measurement will continue for a number of vears.

The vaiue—added approach sImpiy stated, entaiis measurement at

its conclusion. The difference is what we call "value-added" because
of the broéraﬁ; The term "student outcomes" refers to what kriowledge,

values; or attitudes that the student has mastered at its conclusicn,




as measured by some kind of test:

Most often the outcomes are

[ AN

knowledge or factual ihfafﬁatiaﬁ rather than values and attitudes.

Much discussion and Iiterature in recent years ha; focused on

student outcomes- in other words, uhat does the undergrxduxte student

take from & college after four years? In a recent article, Peter Ewell

wrote: "What should students be expected to know oy graduatton’ ﬁﬁéﬁ

of the difficulty in establishing assessment programs is the general

lack of agreement on the answer to this queéiiéﬁ" (i§§§; p. 35).

sophi§£i£itéa ones. Student outuomes can be measured in a number of

ways, 1nc1ud1ng tests for professional certification or licensure: A

wxde array of these tests can be féund in Burros s Mental Measurements

Yearbooks, xhd the latest edition lists standardzzed instrumenEE for

over 40 subjec areas.

ThHe current extensive program revisions in the generai education

component in U.S. caiieéee and universiti is evidence that testing
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sesthetic and ciltural aspects as well as preparation for one's

1ifework: The American College Testing Program has de .veloped the

Coiiege Outcome Heasuremeﬁts Projec: (COHP) {or &ssessing generai

cducation knowledge and skills. The outcomes test covers the six
themes of commun1cat1ng, sclving problems; clarifying values,

n social institutions, using science and technology;

-~

functioning with

and using the &rts. The outcomes assessments &t the UntversiE§ of

Tennessee, Knoxvxlle and at Northeast Hxssour1 State Uﬁivergit§ idre

making extensive use of COMP test result




Chambers has written that for outcome meagures to be used for

evaluating educational quality they should meet two tests: "First,

ecach outcome shouid represent somethin that is teachabl

; that is,; 1t
is éeneraiiy acceﬁtea that the particular educational objeeiive

. - . Second, each outcome
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raduate's functioning throughout adult life" (1979, p. 31).

Some individuals have confused the vaIue—Edded approach and
academic standards; and som how have alleged that the valus-added

approach will lower aczdemi: standards. One can make th: case, quite

to the contrary, as Alexander Astin has done, that considerin

00! |

academxc standards as the same B85S vaiue added standards can provide a

much more vigorous and far 1e $8 aﬁoiéuoUE set of standards than

urrent aeademxc s*andards based soieiy on relativistic course érEHE§

01

€1983;, p. 136).

4: The ratin&_game w1fi continu
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EVery year numerous ratings of U:S: colleges and untvers

provide inforﬁiiion on the best party schoals in the nition. taﬁ$U§3§

he prettiest or most
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with the most active sports programs, those with
handsome students; most beautiful campuses--and sther equaiiy

significant information on our academic institutions.
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Those Things About My College?" (The first Gourman report was

published in 1967 with little fanfar and even less notoriety:) And
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the cover Btoty article in the November/Deeember 1985 issue éf §§§§§§

To learn more about how students select colleges; The éarﬁegie

Foundation for the Advancement of Téacﬁiﬁé surveyed 1, 000 high school
seniors about the sources of information that éiey used most

requently in deciding on a college. The survey " ‘revealed that nearly

"yl

60 percent of 311 prospeéfi"é coiiege students read commercial colle

[vay

éﬁ des. The students and their parents rated the relevancy and

accuracy of these guxdes htgher than coiieg» pubiications. But trying

a good guide is aiﬁbét as caﬁﬁiicated as trying to pick a
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college” (1986, pp> 30-31).

The ratings can provide useful information, however. They can

assist parenti and couuseiors in sorting tﬁraﬁgﬁ our over-3000 565t:

secondary institutions of Eiéhér eautiriéﬁ; Eﬁei can sist gr:duate

students in making educatioral decisions; they can provide institu=

tional §Eiaitiéiié and they can provide governing boards with

comparstive information: But they also can provide simplistic and

sometimes distorted information about complex problems. ..

S. We _are Eeéomiqgggpre proficient in

evaluations.

i; - z z z - .
our iEEFSVEﬁEﬁt over the past 10 years has been du€ to

considerable practice in this craft. While )

does not make
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perfeeé; ve huve learned from our mistakes. Alsoc, we have begun to use
core effectively the technologies at our disposal. The work at the

Lationat Center for H‘gher Education Han gement Systeﬁs (NCHEMS) has

provided leadership in developing evaluat
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What kind of evaluation can be most useful? What Kipling once

wrote--"There are nine and sixty ways of constructing tribal
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The second type of appraisal, ‘that of the entire college or

ﬁhiVétsi:y, has received less attention, slthough interest in this

iﬁﬁétaﬁtiaii§ if the U.S.A. One can iaéﬁ:ify
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at least five approaches to institutional evaluation. These are 1.

for accreditation, 4. self-studies for institutional purposea. and S.

vieuws. A brief discussion of these five approaches

0 \

state and federal r

If you are considering or planning to undertake a major study of

institutional quality, what are some guidelines that you may want to

consider? Eight guidelines are sugges"ed for your consideration:

poms
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qualitv should

Simply put, one should abide by the classic anthropological

concept of "Adapt not adopt:"” The argument for "adoption" is that the
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internal Structire and dvnamism of a plan is less 1£ke1y to be
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history and nature that can result in forcing & square into a round

hole if pure adoption is pursue€d. The U.S.A. experience leans strongly

toward modifying and tailoring concepts and plans to fit the

circumstances and nceds of each situation.

2. Vigorous yet

This leadership includes providing the initial impetus for the

ng track of progress and/or problems, and seeing that

evaluation; keep

the emphasis is toward some ultimate councrete recommendations for
action.

The management of higher education 1s receiving rentwed attention

s the skills for ﬁiﬁiéiﬂg institutional decline have become more

prevalent in recent years than those needed for managing institutional

growth. And the matter is made more complicated
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administrative officers have a three ring circus to contend with. In

ring one is academic programs that have declining studen
in ring two are those with stable enrollments, and in ring three are
programs that are or can be increased in student size. And such

adjustments often are made in sn overall budget that is only modestly

| Yy
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the most effective styles of acidémic 1eadership has been going on for

some time: The 1974 book by Cohen and March, titled, Ambiguity and

ide attention in the U.S.A. 1Its findings vere

€

Leadership, received

bssed upon data gathered primarily during the stodent unrest in the

late 1960's. They described the university and the presidency in this

manner:

iiion making in the univers;ty seems to result

Deci

extensively from a process. that decouplgs prébiems and
Eﬁai‘os and makes the president's role more Eaimonly L
spor. ic &snd symbolic than significant . . . . The American

tollege or university is a prototype organ1zed anarchy. It

does not know what itris doing,: Its goals are either vague
or in dispute. Its technology is familiar but not_ _

understood: 1Its major participants wander in end out of the
organization (pp- 2-3). ‘

The Cohen and March thesis did, and does, strike a ;égsbﬁéiﬁé
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uncontrollables in higher education administra
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Ieadership is called for. The extensive ncndemxc cutbacks in most U.S:

10 years have brought forth the
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”fiﬁlng on "Effective Administrutors . pavid Whetten categorized

admxnxstratcrs as either é&tﬁéiét& or hUhters Gatherers forage

iggively in an immedxa:e area for en ougn food to satisf{y daily needs.

ol

that survival depends upon cunning and strategy." According to

Whetten s researc’:, the EééiéééiVE leadership style of maﬁ§ academic

edninistrators possesses three aiEEiﬁéﬁiEE’ng charncter1st1ét
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Eirft.faSSGrtive academic administrators preserve and

hWighlight sources of opportunity within their institutions .
i . «_+ A _second compaonent of assertive leadership is

cultivatirg. a distinctive tnstitutional image.. The . third
component . of aESértive 1eader=hip toucles on the raie of
charismatlc leadership; especially in Lhhe strategic planning

process. Effective administrators recognize that in charting

rather than is driven by, quantitative anaiysis (1984, pp-
41-42).

7d in his widely read book on Acadenic Strategy, George Keller

>
3

strikes a similar tone:

Retrenchment constrxct;ng £1nances, new tbﬁﬁétitibn,ﬁ,

aréaﬁ a1] spmll the end of t\e traditionai unobtrusive
style of organizational leadership on campuses . . . .

American nigher education needs to transcend the current

faéulty -administration stalemate, to take its own management

more seriously, and to create new forms of imstitutional
decision making if it is to - -cope with and help shape the new

environment in which it finds itself" (1983, p. 39).

In sum, the climate and circumstances in the U.S.A. now favor the

kind of vtgorous teade ’hip that is a crxtical factor in 1mproving

There are some posttive signs that the chief
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éﬁiritteristits of institutional evaluation have been developed

bv a number of groups and individuals. The Northwest Kssociation of
Schools and Colleges, for example, determined that the §a1f:§tuay
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sufficient breadth and depth to review accountability, focus on
results of the educational program; use information and results to

improve the document; yield a concise, readable useful document; and

-~study and planning €1975; p. 6).
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The New York State Education Department project on self-
assessment for colleges arnd universities suggested the folioﬁiné steps

iﬁ seif assessment.

1. A clesr definition of the goals of the assessment, as distinct
from the goals of the specific area being assessed; should be_

made. The main focus of assessment should be on evaluation of
educational qUality as measured by goal-oriented outcomes.

2. All persons who are affected and interested in the programs

under review should be_ continuaiiy made aware of and often_

involved in the assessment process. Responsibility for ietting
priorities. designing the assessment collecting and anxlyzing

3. A determination of how well the goals of the specific area
issessed are being met should be made. The appropriate

ents and techniques must be selected and administeg
r

to the constituencies involved (for example, administrato
faculty, students, graduates employers. and outside

ed
s,

groubs).

4. The process of coiiecting date shouid be estainshed in such

routine function of the master planning and decision-making
process.

ting of findings, and recommendations
refully monitored by the person(s)

C r
for sction should be.

responsible for the sel
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recommendations is essential to determine if any actual
results have occurred:

6.

entixi to effective._ self assessment is the periodic

luation §x the system itself. The system should be

§S
va
ost—etfectiv2 in both dollars and human time._ spent to provide
ital infermetion for decicion making (1979, pp: 5-6).
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should be iinked to

It has been said that Ignorance is a great innovator becausz we

never would have undertaken many of our accomplishments tf we knew

what we were getting into when we started!

Accepting the earthly wisdom of the previous statement does not

negate the reality of a French saying, which is translated as: "Power

test is thzatre:" One does not have to
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agree fully with the statement to appreciate its pertinence to

academtc iﬁsti:utiaﬁe;

and materfal resources hes been forcad upon most of us by héViﬁg to

cope with diminishing resources. Still, in the U.S.A. ve have &

tendency to 166&Ei§ téﬁﬁié, if we couple st all; academic models snd

nistrators believe they do relate models

(YY)

finances. Most collegiate adm

and plans to finances but upon closer scrutiny s relationship is

[y

h

[ 20N

more often toward the end rather than initia iiy and throughout the
process.

5. '”§ti=a;4onai7evaiuation should use ebﬁeetiuc data where available

and bﬁEiéééi 1 but make ne—apblngiés for usirg subjec

Oor, it is better to be ééﬁéiilly right than

(Enthoven; 1970). Objective dats is important,: yet considerable

varistion exists in its availability and quality: The absence of
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objective duta shou d stimulate those responsible for 1ns;t;u;1°ng1

évaluation to dévise their own survey instruments, guideli'eé. and

checklists or to use i;étéhatxcelly treated judgment as bases for

decision making: The lack of "hard" data should not deter careful and

svstematic decisicn making about important institutional matters.

Solid bn:e: for dectision maktng can be developed by using whatever

"hard" data are available along with éiﬁétiéﬁeei 50&§ﬁéﬁt. and common

With this mind-set it is less likely that one will become

discomposed and discouraged when things go awry. It may help if one

takes to heart the earthy wisdom foun urphy's laws:

[«%
[y
=2
o d
£
0!
ol
"y
X

- Nothing is ever as simple &as it seems.

- 1t ié;éﬁiag can go aiaagi it will.

mental dexterity necessary for responding to unexpected opportunities.

One of the most dramatic examples of this mental dexterity is the

quarterbeck in American football. Competent ones have the 55111t§ to
"check off" at the 11ne of scrimﬁege, that is, they can call an

because we must follow it; or with the blinders syndrome. that is; one

ERIC A
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can see very well straight ahead but is oblivious to everything that

is going on elsewhere?
7. Institutional evaluation studies should be action-oriented, with

plans for moving reports

"Filed and forgotten" should not be ascribed to most

institotional evaluation efforts, considering the investment of

thousands of hours and dollars and the importance of keeping the

institution abreast or ahead of its problems, but the history of

institutional studies does not provide cause for exuberance about

were action-oriented because the times demanded more rigorous

approaches to implementing recommendations.

The administrative charge to an institutional evaluation

committee should make clear that its work plan is geared toward

recommendations-for-action. This positicn from the outset will remind
those involved in the projects, and others, that thisit efforts are

forgotten:
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8. A _plan for evaluating the evaluation should be included.

Most evaluation reports make little or no provision for

evaluating their effectiveness. Such evaluations of evaluations can be

useful as testimony to the importance of evaluation in future

improvement, for providing systematic checkpoints of progress, and for

providing a procedure for orderly modifications based upon subsequent

findings.
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us effort toward eval'EEiﬁé institutional quality. And I am

c:rtain that you can add several problems that you have encountéred:

1. Poorlv defined poals and objectives can significantly impede the

Ef—f—O—r—tﬁi 777”;

If we do not know Ghere wée are going then any road will take us

there: _
Statements of éoaig and assactioas aa§ be flawed in a number o

related to overal.
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B. They are not ciosely related to the major tasks to be

D. The focus 1§ on activities rathetr than upon outputs.

"academic garbuge*" and/or

E. They are too wordy and full of

they address Uﬁiﬁﬁbitiﬁt matters.

F. They are written more to impress then to implement:

i

i

N
Ml
o

ging about xmprovements can be fatal to the enterpr:se.

ol
LN
H\\
= Il

In the U.S.A. we are beginning another cycle of interest in the

s cycle was sp by the Kennedy-

processes of change. A BEEHiéﬁs Cycie was sparke

D.H

Johnson era in the 1950 # when much iitEfStﬁtEi fEﬁEEtéﬁ. and
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erest a iiﬁ, motivated primariiy not by growth but by

[ o AN

n

[V

this area of

[\ -1

gready-state or aéciiﬁé;

rooted in academe. At the risk of oversimptl iffcetton, it {5 a

perceptual probiem rooted in differences between acadenmic

diécipiiﬁiriiﬁi and administrators. The latter group focuses more on

the "bottom line," or on what is produced, while the acad :micians

focus more on tﬁe "how dimension,; or the processes invoived.

The management of change in U.S:A: colle ges and universities has

sonie genuine problems, and these flaws become more Sﬁﬁiréﬁi when che

topic is as complex; xmportant and sensitive as evaiuatiﬁé

institutioﬁal quality. The title of one chapter in the book by George

Keller; “Sioucﬁiﬁg Toward Strategy,i captures the problem. Also an

ear ier quotation from Cohen and March's book that spoke of the

iniiersity as "organized anarchy These characterizations apply even

g0 about their work than to the

mor:« to the way icedeﬁic,coﬁﬁitt

academic administration of the institotion.

Typical academic committees can be defined as gatherings,; usually

Eaéuai; convened iSEe; Eifhout agendas. that take mifiutes but waste

hours, although often they do not evr  °ake minutes. One faculty
member said that when he died he hoper 4t it would be in & faculty
committ=e meetiﬁé because there the tre ion from life to death

cause problems.

Many years ago the natives in the South Seas islands believed

that & ship laden with éaia and precious gems ﬁéﬁld some day sail intc

their harbor and bring a ha;;y eﬁ&iﬁg to all their problems:

ig




17

Some of our approasches to institutional evaluation bear a
resemblance in that we latch upon a single answer to complex problems.

The latest example is the tendency on part of some American educators

to look to the measurement Of student outcomes as the answer to

ev i atxng institutional quality.

In the mid-1970's some individuals looked to fiscal inaicators as
tle answer-:

How nice it would be if institutions could be evaluated so

iy: vaiueiing institutional quality, if it is Bnything, i1s a many

splendored th1ng that requires several comﬁonenc parts that form a

wiole, which we hc,e will be greater than the sum of the parts-

ietﬁiﬁiﬁé for a moment to the outcomes or value-added approach-

Care must be taken thxt we do not ascribe values to outcomes test

s:ores that are not iﬁtéﬁdid. On tﬁié §6iﬁt; Peter Ewell notes:

"Interpretiﬁg every score gain that ve observe on & test as an actual

cﬁaﬁéé in student iéarﬁiﬁg can be a very risky activity (1985, p. 18).

And the title of Herbert Spencer s Itttie baok in 1848 is quite

relevant. It asked: “"What Knowle dge I; Of Most Worth?"

4; Makiqg too many change:J too fast can be & probiem.

Gener aii§ speaking, academe is not known for its rapid changes.

Extensive and complicated Eﬁéﬁéeé take time: In his article

Missouri State University, Osigweh traces steps in this program back

to 1973 (1986, pp. 28-33).

20
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In a world where instant coffee, fast diets, quick divorces

[
I
o

instantaneous worldwide communications are commonplace; is it any

wonder that we might become impatient with multi-year academic

improvement efforts? Perhaps we all need to remind ourselves

occasionally that crash programs usually crash:

coin 15 that failure to ameliorate weaknesses and problems can be of

great advantage to the opposition. Suicessful athletic coaches spend

much time on strengthening weaknesses and problem areas to avoid such

an eventuality.

consider several reasons why evaluation models and plans fail:

thac they are poor plans. Our projects and rlans in higher

education rarely fail. Crop failure analyses are common in

agriculture and autopsies are common in nedicine, but in higher

education we just write another proposal.

B. The model or plan is not vigorousi:y and consistently

supported at the top. A 197% study by Davis and Batchelor found

that ééiy seven percent of college presidents really got fully

e
>
Il

involved in the planning process (1974, pp. 32-36). Since

study is several years old; one would like to think that some

improvement has taken place in the intervening years.

C. Failure of evaluation programs is possible if the

enterprise i5 viewed as the “rese-rve of the institutional




19

planners. Institutional researchers and planners ar

e critfcal,
but their roles are "means" rather than "ends." It is {nteresting

to note what 15 happening in U.S.A. industry. The September 17,

Week magazine titled its front cover and

1984 issue of Busin

feature story, "The New Breed of Strategic Planner." Many major

corporations have cut their planning staffs _o the bone; and

middle mansgement personnel and some line personnel have been

given planning "know-how" and planning responsibilities. Tiis

rather dramatic shift is consistent with the growing emphas. s on
the entrepreneurial spirit in American business and industry that

is developed fn Rosabeth Kanter's provocative recent book on The

Chanpe Masters.

D: Plans for developing institutional quality are failure-

prone if they do not carefully consider th erg-under-the-

o
L7
vy

ce

surface, the detsi ed managerial svstem, that is needed to

© e

develop, maintain, evaluate, and modify institutional evaluation
plans. ;

E. Another formula for failure is the misplaced use of

evaluation 2s a smoke screen. A few administrators have sought to
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h may be the administrator!

the real problems;, ons of whi

0

F. Evaluation plans can be flawed if they do not have &

7777777777 “"fixer"; This is the English translation
for a Russian individual that is prominent in the extensively

planned Soviet system--the "tolkash:" A procurement specialist,

this individual is openly known but offically & non-person. He or

22
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she adds fiUidityg creativity, and success to an often awkward

in our collegiate planning process m!y be & senior

faculty member, may be someone in the adrministrative offices, or

elsevhére, who is able to add fluidity,; creativity, procedural

iajﬁgiﬁéﬁfé, and evaluations to our campus plannzné systens. By

their impact.

G. A seventh 56§§i51e cause fér fazlure is lack of attention

to a positzve and sustained mind-set. Every middle and senior

lavel collegiate officiasl might replace the IBM slogan of
"Think," with "Think Strategically."” On this point; King and

Cleland wrote: "The ability to 'think strategically' in

comprehenszve policy terms is perhaps the least H666é5556651§

distributed ﬁersonai manageriai truit" (p: v:).

Finally, & perspective: Those thoughts about 1ﬁ§rbviﬁ§

in the 1arger context of

[ N
o

institutional quality need to be kep

college education. I believe that it must remain more than an

accumulation of credit hours or a pipeline to a position 25 important
2s nre these accomplishments. There is a spirit about a campus that
sets it ihift Aas an unique interlude: Its products and its on-going

activtties account for most of human prcgre and inventions; its

stored and alive sources of knowledge contain ard carry forward the

magnifiééﬁé heritage and knowledge of mankind for all to pdﬁdér. to

que&tibﬁ; and to know. Its traditions and mores cause frus:rations and

23




21

bulwark for the democratic way of 1ife; and ite concern for idealism

and ideas has kindled the hopes and dreams of millions who have found

y8. Most of uUs are better people because

(L]
a
[ ]l

themselves during colleg

of this brief period;
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APPENDIX*

Th s section wxll conaider these five different approaches
to institutional evaluation 1. educational audittng. 2, external

consultant reviews, 3. self studiss for accreditation, 4. self

S$tudies for institutional purposes; and 5: state and federal
revieuws.

l. Educational Auditing The Securities and Exchange

Commission was established in 1934 in response to serious

thhough the forim and nature of_ the auditt vary, the following

eight basic postulates wvere developed by the American Accounting

Association (Mautz and Sharaf, 1961, p. 42):

l. Financial statements and firuncial data are verifiable.

2. There is no necessary conflict of inturest-between the
auditor and the management of the enterprise under audit:

3: The finine:al statcments and other information submitted
for verification are free from collusive and other

unusual irregularities.

4. The existence of a satisfactory system of _internal.

of accounting. results in the fait presentation of

financial position and the results of operations.

6 In the absence of clear evidence to the. contrary; what

examinatton will hold true in the future.f
7: When examining financial data for the purpose there on,
the auditor acts exclusively in the capacity of an
uditor.,,,

John Sizer asks whether five standards used by the American

Accounting Association can_be applied to higher education

institutions. These five standarda are: relevance, verifiability,

freedom from bias, quentifiability, and economic feasibility (pp.

75-79). And Porter (1978) proposed that the test of institutional

acceptance--are the indicators fair and acceptable--be added to

the five standards:

As pointed out by Harcleroad and Dickey (1975, p. 15): "With
some slight modification and changes in terminology, these same
postulates might very well be applied to the process of

: This materiai is based upon c1ted references by the author
in the bibliography plus lecture notes.
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institutional auditing and accrediting. The verifiability of

data; determination of adequate sampling; and probability theory
Oould be characteristic of both business and educational

institutions.

Of the various differences that exist between the businEEE

and educational audits. perhaps the fiost important one relates to
scope. The& fiscal audit is only a part of the educational audit

but it is the significant aspect for business: Some individuals,

particuiarly those with business backgrounds, may relate institu-

tional health almost exclusively to fiscel health. Such close
eguating should be avoided by institutions of higher education
because of fundamental differences in purposes and funding
procedures.

writes that _ educationai eccredxta—

Harclerosd (
in f ways from some of the experiences

tion can profit
of the auditing profession:

(l) There might be 1mprovement in the tota1
process if more of the work were to be carried on by

full time professxonais. OIthout IOSing the value of

basis as at present. (2) There is_ a8 need for sa._ research

staff, similar to that of the Financial Accounting

Standard Board,; to be working on bosic principles of

assessment and . procedures to be followed. {(3) Some form
of continuity is needed for the institution involved .
and the main members of the team that will work with it

as &8 representative of the accreditation body. (ij The

standards of che regional ossociations and the
specialized associations, and their respective,,,

claims that great differences invaiidete the ent‘re
processz The business auditing svstem; even with aill
its current problems and its many auditing firms, has

sufficient comparability in its standards and their

zppiication to be quite credible; wost of the tife.

Private managerial firms are becoming interested in the

audit approach to higher education; and the first report by

Newman (1971, p: 70) ;ﬁaké of the creation of "nei regional

examining universities In considering the need for evaluating

higher education; Bowen (1979 pp. 1-21) wrote._ that one of the

needs of higher education is to find a means of evaluation that

is genuinely disinterested and yet takes account of the many

intangible elements. Perhaps a8 new profession of independent

judges of productivity and performance should be. created to.

evaluate institurions as well as higher education as a whole.

2. iltant Studies. A number of institutions of
higher education as well as state systems have chosen to use

29



external consultants for departmertal and institutional studies.
The New York Board of Regents study of doctoral program quality,
the Illinois Board of Higher Educattion's Commission of Scholars,
and the touisiana Board of Regents Doctoral Program study ali
relied upon external consultants as a Primary date source. The
University of Chicago, for example, makes extensive use of ]
féébgﬁiiéa,iéﬁéiiré;fréﬁ similar universities in analyzing its
various programs. Their reports are printed in an official
publication of the university called The University of Chicazo
Record.

] _The use bf”éitétﬁii,iégiéaé;iztbﬁguitiﬁiiiEi;fiéi the
Primary Idviﬁtigéé,éf,iiﬁgrgisé;iﬁd impartiality. One dis-

advantage is charactertzed in the "Report of the Visiting
CéﬁﬁittééﬂE67E§§iua§é7;hé Deparmtent of Anatomy" (1975, p. 109)
>f the University of Chicago: "None of us is confident t’.at a

cingle experience; however concenirated; can reveal all :the.
details of a complete system, nor that our responses are the most
appropriate ones possible." The use of the phrase "the most
appropriate ones" implies another possible disadvantage: institu-
tional repercussions from 11l-advised remarks, statements, or

conclustons, The reviewers leave on the afternoon airplane, but
those remaining must live with the report. The reviewers can

create more problems than they solve if their report opens old

wounds, makes strong recommendations on extremely sensitive
matters that are not subject to solution at the timeé, or

discussés the wrong problems and issues.
_-0'Connell and Meeth (1978, p. 41) discuss the following
advantages and disadvantages for internal and external -
evaluators: The external evaluator has the advantages of being

competent in program evaluation_ techniques, having no vested.

interest in the program, and removing the evaluation burden from
the existing staff. Disadvantages are that he or she may teke
longer tbiUﬁ@éfitiﬁa,ﬁhgiprégriﬁ,Eha,gﬁé =valuation requirements,

lacks working relationship with program staff and institutional
personnel; and may be regarded with suspicion by program staff.
Advantages of the internal evaluator are that he o: she is

familiar with the program and staff, understands channels of ]
communication within the institution and i:;,1ar§ég,éaaaaﬁiiy; is
familiar with program details, and may be able to integrate the
evaluation into the 1ife of the program. Disardvantages of the
internal evaluator are that he or she may not have the skills
required for the ééiiuxtibﬁi,ﬁay have a vested intérest in the
program; and may be ovérburdened with other duties:

Based upon a report by Pottinger (1975),1 devised the

following questions to 8ssist in choosing and using consultants:

I. How do you decide that a reviewer/consultant is needed?
&a. What is8 the nature of help needed?
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b. Is the circumstence specific enough to articulate cleeriy

what 1s needed in the way of outside assistance? Some

possible motivations inciude sorting out ambiguoﬁe ]
problems, insttlling motivation, gaining fresh perspec-
tives; end recommending decisions that internal personnel
. ptefer not to make.
2. How do you choose the 5;55&; consultant9 )
a. Does the consultant have expertise 1in your specific area of

need?
b. Several questions might be asked of others who have used
the consultant:
- (1) Did the consultant help you further articulate your
circumstance without prematurely anticipyting a
solution’ , _ )

(55 Did the consultant help identify resources end

approaches within your situation that assisted aftecr

departure’ o o -
(3) Did you feel more capable of dealing with the problems
~ &after the consultaiit .eft?
(4) Knowing what yoﬁ know now, would you hire the same

consultant if you had it to do over again?

3. How do you most effactivéiy use consultation? - N
a. Make one person clearly responsible and acountsable for the
consultant's work.

Take ample time to define the problem ciearly.,,,

b.
c. Explore expectations again about what can and cannot be

done. Have & written record.

d. Use the consultant's time effectively. This requires
carefully developed vieitation schedules. ,

e. Have 8 clear understanding of what evaluations and repoEtE
are expected or required frow the consultant and within

i

3. ditation. Self- study for rcgional
accreditation has teen in existence throughout the twentieth

century, and it takes place. through the six regional accrediting

ass:ctattons. The. Council cn Postsecondary Accreditation (1976a,

p-. 3) gives these histo ical and current goals of accreditation:

- foster excellenc: in. postsecondary education through the
deveiopment of criteria and guidelines for assessing
educetionel effectiveness

- encourage improvemeént through continuous self study and
planning

- assure the educational community.,the general public. and

objectives, maintains condttions under which théir

achievement can reasonably be expected, appears in fact *to
be eccomplishxng them substantially, and can be expected
to continue to do so
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- provide counsel and. assistance to estabti:hed and

developing institutions and programs

- encourage the . divercity of American postseco y.
ev

air

education, and #llow institutions to achi

particular objectivec and. goali

nd
t

n
mm
0 '1\

-~ endeavor to protect institutions againct encroachmentc
that might jeopardize their educational effectiveness or
academic freedom

4. Seif-Studies for Institution

iﬁititutionai relif- itudies unrelated to. accreditation have . been

initinted in recent years; and_ dozenc are _ underway at any one )
time. The national trend is toward fnstitutionatl evalﬁation with

greatery rigor and . frequency. Institutional self study can be an

important means for self-improvement. The regeneration of .ae
University of Kentucky in the mid- 1960's, sparked by a dynamic

and experienced new president; came frcm an exten:ive self- study.

which then became the basis for a comprehensive master plan.
Fayhew &nd Ford (197!, p. 125) mnention that "Stanford Uaiversity

shifted {ts character from that of a strong regional university

eppealing to bright; wealthy, underachieving students to. a

university of internatfonal stature primarily as & result of the

findings of a2 seif- stndy. Stephens College undertook self study
wben its administration believed that the time had come to
minimize the traditions of an earlier e¢ra. Tha%t seif- study was
used to. 1oosen the s0il of academia so that &8 new president could

have 8 reasonable chance c¢f exercifing academic leadership."

The result of se f;i'udiéi. ﬁauév&i. nave not been evaiuated
© any noticesble extent. An exception is the study undertaken by
.add (1970), which inclu ided seif- -studies done at the University

of Catifornia, Berketéy. University of New Hampshire- University
of Toronto; Swarthmore College; Wesleyan University. Hichigan

étité University; Duke University; Brown. University; Stanford

University; and two parti:l cases: Columbia College and the
University of California, Los Angeles. The author reached several

conclusions based upon firsthand study of these eleven case

studies as well as upon analysis of cther self-stodies:

] Unhappiiy,:the results of these studies seem to
lend support-=at least in a negative way--to. the
efficacy of pressure politics _as a vay of bringing

about change. There is little indication in any of the
experiencei to support the idea that the,study -and-

report technique is an effective _way of gaining

acceptance of the need for change or-creating

enthusiasm for irvolvement in developing new policies.
Where the study-and-report processes were intended
primarily to challenge the status quo, they largely
Iaiiea to do so. When the EEEéntiai objective was to

the community had already accepted the need for some
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cﬁaﬁge, the study-and-report Processes were much more
effective . . . or where pressures for change from

outside the faculties were mich in evidence {pp-
197-198, 200]: :
The cases indicate in both positive and negative

ways that strong, skillful lesdership is virtually

mandatory for the. success of any serious effort st
educational reform s oe s primary task of academic

leadership is to try to. counter the pressures fevoring

the status quo by creating or maiﬁ:aining an atnosphere

of receptivity to change [pp. 205-206]).
On the whole the educational policy changes

proposed vary considerably in their venturesomeness,
and they often seem to speak indirectiy--xf at all--to
the deep malaise that presentlv affects so much of

American higher education.. _Nevertheless, if the

proposals were to be adopted by the instifutions _

Eoﬁcérned truly consequentiai changes wouid be made in

Generally speaking. the cases demonstrate that the

proposals developed in the studies b2came less venture-

some or simply disappeared as théy passed througu:the
various centers of decision making except wheére some
form of countervailing power was present [p. 9).

_The self studies chosen by tadd were undert“”en between 1966

and 1969, or during the student unrest days. One suspects some

studies Were undertaken. to alleviate ,the tense and politicized 7
campus climate at the time. Dressel's (1976, p.W§O9) words may be
relevant: "When the only goal of self-study is the alleviation of

pressure, the preservation of accreditation, or the attainment of

foundation grant, success or _failvure in attaining the goals cften
ends the self-study." One can surmise thst results of self-

studies conducted under these circumstances would be minimal, yet
Ladd's conclusions bear careful study.

According to Chambers (l979.,p.732) "these finding show that

internal evaiuation is as reliable and accurate & method of

dep;ctirg the current situsation as the other two. This does mnuch
to dispecl the criticism that the self- study--on its face--is

self-se ving; biased; and unreliable."

Self-assessment procedares for institutions of higher

eddca:ion also have been developed outside of academe. The

imerican College Testing (ACT) Program (1970) initiated -he

Institutional Self-Study Service (ISS) to assist a college or

university to €valuate the effectiveness of its programs and

services., The ACT program wag designed to "enable an institution

to sce itself through the eyes of its students; aid in the

quantitative appraisal of college student development; and enable
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the institution to observe and explore ;ongitudiﬁii trends in

student development and opinions on campus" (p. 1). Aspects of

student services covered in the survey are facuity advising,

counseling, financiui needs. cxtrucurricuiar :dvising.f - -
orientation.;housing selections, housing edvising, health, and

remedial. The ISS survey asks students to indicate the aiéféé of

conventionui goods. Instruction, schooi poiicies, and physicel
facilities also receive studenrt evaluation.

The 1S5 places the student as primary evaluator' and feu

wilil. disagree with having a. significant student fnput in an

institutiouul seif-study, provided students angwver questions
within their scope of knowledge and experience. The quality of

the facu’ty,; academic and institutional 1eadership. and fiscal

management are some essential components in any comprehensive
self-study students cannot evaluate effectively. Their opinions
may be useful ‘but date on several keyfveriubles {fn institutional
self-studr need to be gathered from other constituencies.

Mannin; (1976). uorking with the Resexich snd Deveiopment
Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas, has

developed a troubleshooting checklist (TSC) for higher

educational settings to assist those concerned with change 1in

their Essessment. of orgunizstionei vsrinbies predictive of an
{institution's potentiel for . successfully adopting innévetibns.
The TSC consists of one hundred Likert-tvpe items grouped in five

categories: organizational change; organizationsal staff; cowmmuni-

cations,iinnovative experience. and student . characteristics, The
diagnostic and predictive instrument is designed to aid users in
estimating the effects of particular variables on the adoption/

diffusion process. That is; the TSC provides users Wwith a means
of systemuticaiiy organizing descriptive information in s
t

predictive way. Thn velidity of the TSC remains to be de

ermined,

The foiiowing ten generai areas and forty-five evaluative

tatements form the framework tor my system of institutional

’iluation (Miller. 1979):

Goais and ob1ectives

1. The goals statement serves as an effective guide for the
éﬁt

pres nd future.

3. The institution has udequate piunning capabilities.

4. Institutionsi xdmissions ptlicies End procedures are

tions.
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Student lesatning

ude

6. d s give a gdad tatiné to their advising and counseling
st
te

et

8 3
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e W0
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7. ”’ion rates are reasonable.

8. An_array of individuslized and compensacory learning

resources 1is available.

9. The student sffairs administration 18 effective. 7
10. Satisfactory progress towrrd le-rning goals is evident.

Elcﬂitv performance

1l. Current policies and procedures for evaluating individual
faculty members are satisfactory.

12. Current ZInstructional. improvement/f:cuity aeGEIBbﬁent

programs serve their purpose. -

13. Faculty personnel policies and proceduréi are considered
- satisfactory. o
14. Feculty salary. scales ard friage benefits ar~ competitive.

15. The overall quality of the faculty's performance ts optimal,.

Academic programs

16. The inititutton hagieffect1ve policies and procedures for

developing fiew programs. . . - ) ] .
i7. The institution has effective :policies and procedures for the

review and evaluation of exiiting programs. _ _

18. The general education component i an intellectually
stimulating aud tntegral part of the curriculum.

i9. The quality and size of the graduate program are consistent
with institutional goalc and objecttves.

20. The library or learning resources center provides good

service to the academic ccmmunity.

Institutional Eﬁbpéétfie:aiceé

21. The physicat piant and fatilitics are adequate for the size

of the student body and for the nature of the academic

~ program._ .
22. The inititutton has a_ télé?ént and current 1ong range p1an

for developing and maintaining aits phys;ca] plant.

3. Salaries and other benefits for support. personnel are

sufficent to attract and retain competent 1ndzv1duals.

24. Systematic procedures are used for evuluating the performence
of suppotrt personnel.

Administrattve leadership

25. The adminié ration gtves adequate attention to piinning.
26. The chief campus administrator and his or her team have
effective working relaticenships with other campus

administrators.
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27. ;§§§g§y§36ﬁ51 éaverhaﬁce poiiciei and procedures allow

28. The 9011Cf¢' and procecures established for adminisirat;ve

evaliation and for proiessional development are satisfec:ory
29. The institution has an effective affirmative action program

Finsncisl management

0. The tuition and fee structure 1s couapatible with the institu=
i tion's needs &znd with the students' capacity to pay.
3°. Tle institution has an efficient mziagement sycstem for
B accointing and finan:cial reporting.
32, Costs and expenditures are com ]
parable with
institutions. benchmark

33. The investment portfolio is weildl manuged.

L

34. The institition has an effective system for demonstrating its

accountability:

Govcrring board

35. The policies and procedures for conductiing board affairs are
satisfactory.

36. Trustees understand the differences between. polzey formula-

. tion and policy impiementation and apply this knowiedge

37. The governing hoard works effectively with external .

cons:ituenciet.

1nst1tution.

External relations

39. The institution's activitier contribute to the quality of

B l1ife in its primary service area.
40. The 1ntt1tution has effective relationship- with the state

41. The in-titition has an effective relationship with the
federal government.

42. The institution is able ro secure acceptable levels of
funding from private sources and foundations.

Institutional self-improvement

43. The institution seeks improvement throuih innovation and
- expetimentation.

44. Campus groups have positive attitudes toward self-

- 1mprovement.,

45. The institution has established procedurss for evaluating its

own effectivenress,

5 s&ate an47£edepa1 revievs. Sfate educational agencies in

LT e
the U.S.A. have moved aggressively into the area of program
evaluation since about 1372, largely in an effort to stzm the
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tide of new graduate programs that wvere being developed without

careful consideration of their menetary requiremen: : or of long-

range institutional goals. New York, Illinois, Louisiana,

Tennessee. and others were prominent in there earlier efforts to
develop stacegide program evaluation efforts.

_Tennessee is one. state with P sustained effort. thh its

Pcrformancz Funding ?roject initiated in 1976 by the Tcnnessee
H:gher Education Commission. A discussion of the "“bold
experimcnt' was reported recently by Ted RSE&EEEE. This new

percent incentive funding over and above the regular formula set
aeide for thoie publie universities that c:.n Zemonstrazte that
they are making significant progress toward 14 numeric goals by
1990. These 14 goals ere:

KCT/SKT scores of entrants N -

percent of entrants attaining. degrees L )

"standardized examinstion scores" of gredustes

scores on the Nationai Teacheri Examination
pasifrates on 511 parts of professional 1icensing
examinations on the first attempt"

GRE scores of graduate-~-school entrants

- the "measured knowledge" of graduate/professional
tchool finishers.

Aid, as applicable by. mission,,increaaea also. in-

- gift/grant-based rankings for research activities
external support for public service programs

- the match betveen vocational offerings end service-
area job needs
- 1ibrary holdings.
Plus there is planned to. be
- An end to degree-credit remedial courses in public
universitiea,iand ] i .
- A plaaned reduet‘on in such courses in other
institutions (1985; p. 44).
Scme r‘cent research hns b'en c0iducted by Robert Barak,
Deputy Executive- Secretary of the Iowa Board of Regents; and

myself on the role of state level boards of higher education in
the review of undergraduateracademic program reviews. (I have
previocusly mentioned that the role of state level boards of

higher education in review of graduate academic prcgrams is well
established.)

Being the first such national study of the undergraduate

level, we did not know quite what to expect. We did find that 29
states had some form of statewide undergraduate °°°d°mi°,2598?°W
review and evaluation. This recent trend in the U.:S.A. reflects
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the continuing intere accountabiliy, the current emphasis on
acsdemic quality, and the con ntinuing fiscal constraints on our
colléges and universities.

Tle institutional perspective. hoveve:.fii different. 36;&

undergxaduate program. srea is much more complicated than the

gradusate level. And the undergraduate levei has been traditional-

ly where the battles over academic freedom have been fought,
uhich iieans that academics are more sensitive to external
influeiices at the undergraduate level. Perhaps our most

disappcinting finding was that the state level offices in many

states wvere. making l1ittle or no use of - the results of under-
graduate academic reviews to modify and]o: improve thetir
programns.

The federal government occupiea a8 complex r81e in higher,

education. By virtue of the Tenth Amendment to the United States

Bill ct Rights.feducation is left to discretion of each state.

However; many fields such as agriculture.fscience, medicine; and
health have been and continue to be significantly influenced by

the federat governnent., In these areas as well as in & few
others,; the federal government has been. involved in varyins

degrees of review and evaluation. But generaliy speaking the

major responsibility for the direction and nature of primary,;

secondary. a:'id postsecondary education is left to the individual
states.

The federal government has been active in a number of other

uaya that c¢an indirectly or otherwise influence the quality of

our _ cclleges and universgities. Examples are. federal funds and
varions grants and loan programs. xnd civii rights and affirmative

action poiteiec and mandates. It is not surprising, therefore.

that the u.s. government should have an interest in educationai

quality; as illustrated by the highly publicized book on A& Nation
at Risk. Federal concern, however,; is different from federa_

eontrul or excessive influence. Inatitutionai and stateilchl
offic: .als &re witling to work coopératively uith the federatl
government in achieving mutualiy desirable goals of better

Quality control through cooperation and coordination.
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THE ROLE OF EVALUATION IN THE MANAGEMENT OF INSTITUTIONS

INTRODUCTION

- In many OECD countries, institutions of higher education have been
preoccupied in recent years with coming to grips with problers posed in the

context of economic censtraint. The activities of the IMHE Programme have

reflected the desire of institutions to respond effectively to these o
C?ﬁditioh§;”,ft is”gehérally recognised that many responses in such conditions
tend to be of a short-term nature and a consensus is emerging that steps will

need to be taken in order to bring about a restructuring of individual
institutions which will ensure their financial viability and academic quality
over a longer period of economic Stagnation. A precondition for such
restructuring is the development of frameworks fer institutional evaluation.

Such frameworks for evalustion will be the focal point of this workshop:

To some extent; forms of evaluation are always present in academic

institutions. There exist in every country individual academics, departments,

research institutes and centres of learning which are renowned nationally and
internationally. -The mechanisms which make it possible to-assess the quality
of individuals and groups at the level of specific disciplines are based upon
a long tradition of peer evaluation by means of scientific publications,
national and international confetences, colloquia, etc. The problem of
evaluating institutions of higher education for purposes of improving the
quality of the institution by means of managerial initiatives has only
recently begun to be iooked at and this Workshop will explore the current
status of this subject.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this Workshop will be to examine how institutional

evaluation is carried out in a number of OECD countries and discuss the role

which evaluation can play in the management of institutions of higher. ..
education. liethods of institutional self-assessment as well as evaluation by

external bodies will be covered and approaches developed and used in North
America and Europe will be analysed and compared; with a view toward assessing

the extent to which generalised conclusions may be drawn from these
experiences.

PARTICIPANTS

. The Workshop should be of particular interest to senior staff in
institutions of higher education who are involved in policy formulation and
decision-making. This could include executive heads (presidents, rectors,
directors, vice-chancellors), heads of administratior (registrars; kanzlers,
vice-presidents for administration); deans and other.senior staff. The
Workshop should also be of interest to representatives of national agencies
directly concern.¢ with the evaluation of institutions of higher education:
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CO(TENTLANDAQRGAhISAIiﬁu

, There is a growlng need to develop soup‘, pract1Cd1 approaches to
institutional evaluation in the field of higher education. This is in part
due to increased demands for institutional accountability which are being made
by society. But it is alsc the result of a recognition by institutions

themselves that without. systematic methods of self- appralsal it is extremely-

difficult to manage a complex organisation such as a university, especially in
a period of economic stagnation. There is a need to. identify both centres of

actual and potential excellence as well as areas which call for improvement.

tontlnu1ng assessments and appraisals are part of the managerial task of

ensuring better-run, high-quality 1nst1tu;10ns.

Por purposes of this Workshop, 1nst1tut10nal evaluation is meant to

cover the development of criteria and procedures for appraising all aspects of

e =

the institution, with a view toward assisting management to ascertain the
extent to whlch the institution is going where it wants to go: Among tﬁe

aspects of the institution which managereint may wish o eviluate arz: g£s21s

and objectives, student learning, academic staff performance, academlc
programmes, institutional sunport services,; administrative leadership,

financial management; governance, external relations and institutional

self-improvement. The opening paper will provide a framework within which the

various cases to be presented duving the course of the Workshop can be-

discussed. To obtain a broad spc.trum of current practice, examples of g
institutional evaluation from France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and

the United States will be presented. Due to dlfferences .among countries, it

is not expected that each eXperlenue presented will cover all . of the aspects

of institutionmal evaluation c;ted above. Rather, they Will hlghllght those

procedutes currently in use to._assess institutional performance and enable

participants to discuss the state-of-the-art of such procedures both for the

external evaluation of institutions as well as institutional self-appraisal.

ﬁmong the questlens whxch w111 be con51dered aurlng the course of the

Workshop are: How can mechanisms for undertaking institutional evaluations be
set up? WKhat are the roles of national, _Tegional or other bodies in

evalnating institutions? Ihat are the maln components of systems of

self-evaluation? How can the results of institutional evaluations be used for
improving the management of the institution at all levels? How can problems

of .internal tensions: which may arise as part of evaluation exercises be

reduced? WKhat are the likely future developments in the field of

institutional evaluation?

The Horkshop will begin w1th an averview of approaches to and proBlens

of evéiuat1ng institutional quality. The remainder of the first day will be

devoted to a presentation and discussion of experiences of institutional
evaluation in the -United States and France.  Additional country experiences
from the United Kingdon the Netherlands and the United States will be

presented and discussed on the second day. The last morning will begin with a
presentation by the Workshop rapporteur which will be followed by a panel
discussion of 11ke1y future developments in the field of institutional

evaluatlon., On ‘Wednesday afternoon a Tutorlal w111 be held at Whlch
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PREL IMINARY SCHEDULE

Reglstration w111 begxn at 9.30 a.m. on Monday, 12th May 1986 Morning

sessions are scheduled from 10 a:m. to 1 p.m. and afterncon sessions from -
3 p.m. to 6 p.m. The Workshop will end at 12 noon on Wednesday, 14th May- 1986.
The special tutorial on the use of student outcome information in assessing

and improving academic programmes will take place from 2.30 p.m. to 5 p:m: on
Wednesday, 14th May 1986.

\wmhﬁvmnmg-"m:

1 Pfesentatioh of the Workshop by the Secretarlat

2. Introductory paper “Evaluatlng Instltutlonal Quallty Some Ways and
Somé Problems" - Richard I. Miller; Ohio University, United States.

3. Break

4. Presentation of Case 1 - "Quality Assessment at the University of -

Tennessee Knoxville'" - Trudy W. Banta, Homer Fisher and C.W. Minkel,
United States ‘

5 Dtscu5510n

Mondav afternoon - Recent Developments in Institutional Evaluation in France

1. '"The Role and Function of the National Evaluatxon Comnittee for
Universities" - André Staropoli, Comité National d'Evaluation, France

2. Discussion

3. Break

4. Presentation of Case 2 - To be announced
5. Discussion.

Nuesday morning - Evaluating the Quality of Fublic Sector Highe:

the United Kingdom

1. ""The Counc11 for National kcademlc Aaards ﬁééfféeview and
Partrnership" - Alan Hibbert, CNAA; United Kingdom

2. ﬁiStUﬁéioﬁ
3. Bréék
4. Presentation of Case 3 - "An Institutional Perspective on External

validation and Review' = John Stoddart, Sheffield City Polytechnic,
United K1ngdom

5. Discussion. 49
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1. Presentation of Case 4 - "Improvement of the Quality of Education
through the Use of AMED (Analysis Model for Education at the
Disciplinary Level)" - Pieter Drenth, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam,
Netherlands

2. Discussion

Break

(ST

4.  Presentation of Case 5 - "The Value Added Program at Northeast Missouri
State University" - Charles J. McClain, United States
5. Discussion

Weinesday Jacrning - Corrent Status ani Futuze Tetlopments

1. Summary by the Workshop rapporteur - Michel Bernard, Université de
Nantes, Frarnce ..

2 Panel: 'Likely Future Developments in the Field of Institutional
Evaluation" (Speakers to be announced).

Discussion

U

4. Official closing.

Wednesday afternoon - Tutorial : Use of Student Outcome Information in_

Assessing and Improving Academic Programmes

B During the Workshop, the approach developed by the University of
Tennessee Knoxville (UTK) will be presented. On the occasion of the visit by
the team of representatives of UTK responsible for the development and
implementation of this approach, a special tutorial has been organised at

which it will be possible for Workshop participants to examine in more
technical detail the methods developed there as well as how the results are
used in academic programme review and in planning for programme_improvement.
Among the topics to be covered are: (i) the use of the College Outcome

Measures Project (COMP) examination to. assess the ''value added' by the.
collegiate experience in general education and in each student's major;
{(ii) the use of comprehensive examination results and student; drop-outs,aﬂa
alumni opinions to evaluate and improve curricula and (iii) the design of
instruments and methodologies for surveying currently enrolled students and
alunni to assess their opinions of the quality of academic programmes and
services: In 1984, the bniversity of Tennessee Krnoxville received the annual

award of the National Council on Measurement in Education for 'an outstanding
example of -the application of educational measurement technology''. . The -

Tutorial will be conducted by Professor Trudy W. Banta of the University's
Learning Research Center, Executive Vice-Chancellor Homer Fisher and ...
Vice-Provost C.W. Minkel. It will be chaired by Professor Richard I: Miller;
author of the Jossey-Bass book The Assessment of College Performance.
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PKRTICIPATION

Parttczpatton at the horksﬁop is open to representatlves of I‘HE member

inctitutions as well as to governsent officials and representatives of

naticnal organisations responsible for higher education. Persons wishing to

attend are asked to complete and return the enclosed Confirmation of
Attendance form to the Secretariat before 10th April 1986, Persons r°q01r1ng

hotel teservations are asked to return théir forms as soon &S possible.

Speakers appearlng on the horkshop programme have been 1nv1ted to

document their presentations and their papers will be made available to

Workshop participants in English and French., In addition, any particpant

wishing to prepare a paper (in English or Erenc@)ﬂgn the subJect of the

Workshop may do so. Such papers will be considered for inclusion in a future
fecue of the Intermational Jourmal of Tnstitutiora2) Managesent ir Highs-

Education.

If you. wtsh to prepare such a paper you should 1nd1cate this on your

éppllcatlon form. Upon receipt of your form, information pertalnlng to the
preparation of Journal articlés will be sent to you. You will alsc be

informed about the expected number of participants in order that you may brlng

a sufficient number of copies to the horkshop if you wish to distribute your

paper at that time.
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